This paper examines the effect of party affiliation on an individual's political views. To do this, we exploit the party realignment that occurred in the U.S. due to abortion becoming a more prominent and highly partisan issue over time. We show that abortion was not a highly partisan issue in 1982, but a person's abortion views in 1982 led many to switch parties over time as the two main parties diverged in their stances on this issue. We find that voting for a given political party in 1996, due to the individual's initial views on abortion in 1982, has a substantial effect on a person's political, social, and economic attitudes in 1997. These findings are stronger for highly partisan political issues, and are robust to controlling for a host of personal views and characteristics in 1982 and 1997. As individuals realigned their party affiliation in accordance with their initial abortion views, their other political views followed suit.
Introduction
Do individuals support a political party based on their views, or are their views shaped by their party identification? This is a central question in studies on the interaction between social identity and personal preferences, dating back at least fifty years to the seminal work of Campbell et al. (1960) . Several theoretical and experimental studies have raised the possibility that social context has a crucial impact on an individual's policy preferences.
1 However, there is little systematic empirical research on whether there is an effect of party identification on an individual's opinions. The lack of research is likely due to the difficulty in establishing a causal connection between the two. Both are jointly determined, and therefore, a correlation between views and party affiliation reveals little about the causal relationship in any particular direction. The idea that political affiliation affects a person's views is somewhat counter-intuitive. It is natural to think that individuals choose which party to support based on their views, which results in a strong correlation between a person's opinions and party affiliation. While this is likely to be true, a substantial part of this correlation could be the result of the party's influence on the views of those who joined that party for various other reasons. For example, a person may have strong opinions about economic policies, norms tend to override an individual's own judgement. Achen and Bartels (2016) provide a number of examples highlighting the effect of social identity in shaping political attitudes. To do this, they focus on historical cases of political realignments of different groups, and argue that social identities are behind the process of partisan realignment at least as much as differences in party platforms. They show, for example, that (i) ethnicity played a substantial role in shaping the political behavior of Jews, Italian Americans, African Americans, Yankees and Irish-Americans during the New Deal era; (ii) religious identity substantially affected the 1960 US elections, with Catholics showing an unusual and overwhelming support for Kennedy; and (iii) views on race played a crucial role on the realignment of white southerners in the second half of the 20th century.
More closely related to our study, Achen and Bartels (2016) show that views on abortion caused the realignment of moral conservatives and liberals in the 1980s and 1990s. Focusing on the same data set used in this study, Achen and Bartels (2016) show that individuals are more likely to leave the Republican party between 1982 and 1997 if they held liberal views on abortion in 1982. Importantly, their analysis does not control for other covariates (besides abortion's views) that may affect this correlation.
Our study contributes to this literature by examining the way that a person's political party affiliation, which is often an important component of one's social identity, influences a person's views on a vast array of political, social and economic issues, while using econometric tools to establish causality. We show that voting for a party induces individuals to adapt their views to the positions of a prototypical member of the group they choose to identify with. 3 Our paper is also related to important studies by Mullainathan and Washington (2009) and Gerber et al. (2010) , which analyze the possibility that views are affected by increased political participation. 4 Mullainathan and Washington (2009) compare the views of individuals who were eligible to vote in a presidential election to those that were just shy of the eligible age. They find that those who were eligible to vote had stronger views than those that were ineligible. They interpret this finding as evidence of cognitive dissonance -individuals mentally adjusted their views to coincide with their previous voting behavior. Gerber et al. (2010) find further evidence that partisanship is affected by political activity using a field experiment. Before a primary in Connecticut, the researchers sent reminders to independent voters with partisan leanings that they need to register for a party in order to participate in that party's primary election. They found that individuals who received the reminder were more likely to register for a party and identify with that party than a control group of similar individuals who did not receive the reminder. They did not find an effect of increased partisanship on an individual's policy opinions, probably due to the short time elapsed between the treatment and the survey. Mullainathan and Washington (2009) and Gerber et al. (2010) demonstrate that individuals are more likely to hold stronger and more consistent views over time if they invest more effort in their political participation and in acquiring information. Whereas Mullainathan and Washington (2009) estimate the persistent effects of electoral participation on polarized beliefs, our approach studies the effect that a permanent break on an individual's partisanship has on his or her views. Our paper focuses on how an individual's party identification affects a person's views. Individuals that switch parties because of their views on one issue do not have to adapt their views on other issues, yet they tend to do so. Cognitive dissonance is one factor that could explain why a person's views are shaped by party affiliation across a wide array of issues. Individuals may derive disutility from supporting a party that is at odds with their views on various issues, and therefore, may adapt their stances in order to increase their attachment to the new party. It is also possible that individuals supporting a new party become more open and exposed to partisan political information and argumentation, which leads them to alter their pre-existing views.
Hence, a review of the literature shows that there is little evidence on the causal effect of party affiliation on an individual's attitudes. Recent evidence does show that increased political participation and information strengthens an individual's identification with the political party that he or she supports. We build on these findings by showing how party affiliation impacts an individual's preferences over a wide array of political, economic, and social issues.
Data
Our main data source is a panel data set drawn from the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR) . This data set, called " Youth-Parent Socialization Panel Study, 1965 -1997 : Four Waves Combined," is a longitudinal study of a national sample from the graduating high school class of 1965. It contains information on their evolving political, social, and economic preferences for the years 1965, 1973, 1982, and 1997. 5 All of the individuals in the survey were between 17 and 19 years 3 In a recent related experimental study, McCauley (2014) shows that priming different identities in Africa leads individuals to alter their preferences over policy. McCauley's (2014) findings occur in the laboratory and without any time elapsed between treatment and survey. We observe similar effects in the field. We also find that the effects are persistent over time, since the treatment is fifteen years apart from the survey measuring outcomes. 4 Carsey and Layman (2006) empirically address the issue in our study, but use an empirical strategy based on the timing of party and preference changes. They estimate two structural equations which capture the causality of party identification on views and vice versa. Their strategy is based on using lagged partisanship to estimate the effect on current views. A similar strategy is used in Bartels (2002) . However, as argued by Gerber et al. (2010) , existing studies do not have exogenous party identification, and therefore, are likely to suffer a bias from omitted variables and reverse causality. In contrast, our strategy is based on the idea that abortion views during the 1970s and 1980s were not correlated with party identification, but are correlated with changing parties in the future as abortion became a partisan issue. This exogenous information about party switches enables us to estimate the causal effect of party identification on political views. 5 General information on these surveys, including methodology, the wording of the questions, and summary results are available from http:// old in 1965, and therefore, can be considered part of the same cohort. The surveys conducted by the "Youth-Parent Socialization Panel Study" focus on a wide array of substantive issues affecting American society. These include questions on economic and political values, trust in government, social welfare, and the desired relationship between state and religion, among many others. There are, in addition, several questions regarding the political preferences of the respondent and his or her preferred policy position regarding the issue of abortion. Our analysis uses the surveys of 1982 and 1997, because these are the only waves which contain information about the respondent's attitude towards abortion.
There are two main variables of interest, which are computed separately for the two available years. The first variable relates to the respondent's abortion position. The question about abortion attitudes is worded as follows:
There has been some discussion about abortion during recent years. Which one of the opinions on this page best agrees with your view? You can just tell me the number of the opinion you choose.
1 By law, abortion should never be permitted. 2 The law should permit abortion only in case of rape, incest, or when the woman's life is in danger. 3 The law should permit abortion for reasons other than rape, incest, or danger to the woman's life, but only after the need for the abortion has been clearly established. 4 By law, a woman should always be able to obtain an abortion as a matter of personal choice.
Answers to this question in the 1982 survey were used to categorize an individual's stance on abortion in the initial period. Out of 923 respondents, the distribution of answers was: (1) 6.93%; (2) 20.69%; (3) 25.89%; and (4) 46.48%. We classify an individual as being anti-abortion if he or she chose answers 1, 2, or 3.
6 This definition results in 53.52% of the sample characterized as "pro-life" in
1982.
7 Adams (1997) reports a remarkably similar percentage of pro-life individuals using a similar definition and data from the General Social Survey (see Figure A .1 in the Appendix). We observe almost the same distribution of attitudes regarding abortion according to the 1997 survey. The distribution of responses in 1997 is: (1) 7.91%; (2) 22.32%; (3) 23.73%; and (4) 46.05%. This results in 53.95% of individuals being defined as prolife.
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The second variable of interest is whether or not an individual voted for the Republican Party in the previous presidential elections. This question refers to the elections of 1980 for the 1982 survey and to the elections of 1996 for the 1997 wave. The actual wording of the question is: "Who did you vote for in the presidential election?" 9 In 1980, 53.46% of the sample voted for the Republican Party, which dropped to 40% in 1996. 10 The correlation of the Republican vote between these two elections equals 0.41.
In addition, we examine a wide array of political, social, and economic attitudes that were consistently defined in the 1982 and 1997 waves of the survey. As seen in Table 1 , these include attitudes on social issues like marijuana, prayer at school, a woman's role in society, and general trust in the government. They also cover attitudes on the role of government in society -whether or not the government should racially integrate schools, help minorities, stop crime, pay attention to public opinion, play a leading role in foreign affairs, and whether or not the government wastes money. Finally, we use attitudes on economic issues like whether the government should provide jobs, be responsible for the benefit of all citizens, and whether the respondent thinks that unions and big business have too much influence. Table 1 presents summary statistics for each attitude, where each one is defined as a dummy variable equal to one if the respondent holds the position closer to the view of the Republican Party. This table shows that the sample population is almost equally partitioned in terms of abortion attitudes and party lines. Moreover, it is almost equally divided in terms of their overall political, social, and economic attitudes for both waves of the survey. For example, according to the 1982 survey, around 45% of the respondents see themselves as conservatives, think that marijuana should not be legal, think that women should not have an equal role with men, and do not trust the government. These views are consistent over time.
(footnote continued) www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/04037. See also Jennings et al. (2004 A majority of the respondents seem to have a view more in line with that of the Republican Party when asked about the government's role in society and their attitudes on economic issues. Over 60% of the sample thinks that the government should not be responsible for racially integrating schools or providing jobs, and that it wastes a lot of money. That said, some of these attitudes show a great deal of variation over time. Whereas almost 62% of the individuals thought that the government is not responsible for racially integrating schools in 1982, only 43% of them held this view in 1997. Similarly, we see a substantial drop of over 27 percentage points between 1982 and 1997 in the share of individuals who think that unions have too much influence.
The table also depicts a strong persistence of individual attitudes on abortion over time. This is reflected in a correlation of 0.593 on abortion views over time at the individual level. This is the highest correlation for any of the available attitudes, seconded by whether public schools should be allowed to start each day with prayer, which has a correlation of 0.546.
The high persistence of abortion views, which is at the heart of our identification strategy, corroborates similar results by Converse and Markus (1979) based on a CPS panel study in the 1970s. They showed that views on abortion and the legality of marijuana are the most persistent issues. The remarkable stability of abortion attitudes is also supported by numerous studies using different methodologies and data sets (see, among many others, Tatalovitch and Schier, 1993; Wilcox and Riches, 2002; Jelen and Wilcox, 2003; Carsey and Layman, 2006) . Wetstein (1993 Wetstein ( , 1996 and Wilcox and Riches (2002) argue that views on abortion are stable because this issue has been controversial since 1973, and it has been framed as a clash of absolutes between the privacy rights of a pregnant woman to choose whether or not to have an abortion versus the right of the fetus to life. Therefore, not only do most individuals have strong beliefs on this issue, but they also find it difficult to change their attitudes on the legality of abortion due to the inexistence of a middle ground in the surrounding public discourse (Maxwell, 2002) . the previous presidential elections to the proportion of individuals who hold the same attitude but didn't vote for the Republican Party in the previous elections. We define the difference in proportions between the two groups as the attitude's degree of partisanship. Table 2 shows that there are stark differences in political views between supporters of each party in the survey of 1982. Substantial differences across party lines are found for views on abortion, legality of marijuana, women's role in society, racial integration of schools, helping minorities, and the government's responsibility to provide jobs. The exceptions to this partisan divide are an overall agreement that the government wastes money, that the government pays attention to public opinion, and to a lesser degree, that the government should not play a leading role in the affairs of other countries.
The results for the 1997 survey depict a similar picture. If anything, the degree of partisanship for most attitudes increased over time. Importantly, a comparison of the surveys shows that trust in government and views on whether the government is run for the benefit of all depend on the political affiliation of the president at the time. Republicans voters trust (distrust) the government and believe that it is (not) run for the benefit of all when the president belongs to the Republican (Democratic) Party.
In addition to the variables listed in Tables 1 and 2 , the survey contains detailed personal information on each respondent such as: age, gender, ethnicity, education, state of residence, state of birth, and employment status. Table 3 presents summary statistics for these variables, and shows that our sample is predominantly white and highly educated, with high levels of employment in 1997 (all individuals are between 49 and 51 years old in 1997). The geographic distribution in terms of state of birth is highly representative of the overall US population, as is the observed migration to the Pacific and South Atlantic regions, which is seen by their state of residence in 1997. Notes: Standard deviations in parentheses in columns (1), (2), (4) and (5). Standard errors in brackets in columns (3) and (6). *, **, and ⁎⁎⁎ represent statistical significance at 10%, 5% and 1% levels.
Empirical strategy
Our empirical strategy is designed to identify the causal effect of party support on an individual's political, social, and economic attitudes. The unit of observation is the individual, and we model her attitude on each issue in 1997 as a function of her personal characteristics, state of residence, state of birth, her attitude on the same issue in 1982, and whether she voted for the Republican Party in 1996. Formally, we estimate the following linear model:
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( 1) where (Individual Attitude) i,t is a binary indicator for whether individual i holds the given attitude (as stated in The goal of the proposed econometric specification is to identify β, which represents the effect of party affiliation on an individual's views. As discussed above, there are a number of reasons why OLS estimation of Eq. (1) is likely to yield inconsistent estimates of our parameter of interest. First, there may be reverse causality whereby an individual's point of view leads her to vote for the Republican Party. In addition, there are many omitted determinants of an individual's political attitudes that will naturally be correlated with her voting patterns. Finally, the estimates may be biased due to measurement error, which may arise because an individual's recollection of her voting behavior a year or two after an election is potentially a noisy measure of her actual behavior. For example, it is possible that some Republicans might claim to have voted for Clinton over Dole in the 1996 elections, even if they did not. Therefore, while reverse causality and omitted variable bias may produce an upward bias in our estimate of β, measurement error of the type described above could potentially have the opposite effect.
We address these issues by using an individual's view about abortion in 1982 as an instrument for supporting the Republican Party in 1996. The exclusion restriction implied by this strategy is that an individual's stance on abortion in 1982 affects her other political views in 1997 only through the person's choice of which party to support -after controlling for the person's views on the same issue in 1982 and the other personal and state-level characteristics described above.
The identification strategy is based on three main ideas: (1) It took several years for political parties to adopt clear, differentiated positions on abortion; (2) Abortion is a core issue that many individuals are unwilling to consider changing their minds about; and (3) As the parties diverged on their abortion stances, some individuals found themselves supporting the "wrong" party in terms of their views on abortion. As a result, many individuals switched their party allegiance rather than changing their abortion stance. Our 11 The survey divides city of residence of respondents into 10 categories. These are: up to 2,500; 2,500 -9,999; 10, 000 -29,999; 30,000 -49,999; 50,000 -99,999; 100,000 -149,999; 150,000 -349,999; 350,000 -499,999 ; 500,000 -999,999; 1,000,000 or more. The empirical analysis includes fixed effects to control for these categories. 12 In addition to all the controls included in model (1), the appendix presents results when we also control for (Voted Republican) i,80 , a binary indicator for whether individual i voted for the Republican Party in the 1980 presidential elections. We relegate this specification to the appendix because adding (Voted Republican) i, 80 to the model decreases the number of observations by roughly a hundred individuals. Importantly, this specification delivers the same qualitative and quantitative results.
empirical strategy evaluates how the change in party affiliation, caused by the abortion realignment, affected those individuals in terms of their views on other political issues. We now assess the evidence for the first two ideas mentioned above, as the third one is implied by the first two. Support for the emergence of abortion as a partisan issue in the mid-1980s is prevalent in the existing literature. For example, Adams (1997) uses roll call votes in Congress to compute a yearly score for each party based on the proportion of pro-choice votes out of total abortion votes cast for that year. He finds that the proportion of pro-choice votes of Democratic congressmen was less than 30% in 1973, and remained around 50% until the mid 1980s. This proportion steadily rose in the late 1980s and reached 90% in 1994, the last year of his analysis. Contrary to Democratic representatives, the proportion of Republican congressmen with pro-choice votes is relatively constant around 20% for the entire period analyzed . Hence, while the difference on abortion attitudes between Democrats and Republicans is not substantial until the mid 1980s, a big divergence occurred thereafter (see Adams, 1997, Fig. 1A and 1B in pages 723-724) . 13 We use data from the American National Election Studies (ANES) to provide additional evidence for the divergence of the two parties on the issue of abortion in the 1980s.
14 For each year and each party, Fig. 1 shows the coefficient from a regression of an indicator for supporting that party in the most recent national election on a dummy for having a "pro-choice" view on abortion. We classified individuals as pro-choice if they stated that "by law, a woman should always be able to obtain an abortion as a matter of personal choice." The figure depicts a clear pattern whereby support for the Democratic or Republican Party in national elections is not statistically related to their abortion stance between 1972 and 1984. After 1984, the estimated coefficients for supporting the Democratic Party diverge from the coefficients estimated for the Republican Party, and both are statistically different from zero. After the mid 1980s, therefore, a strong relationship emerges between an individual's attitude on abortion and his or her voting behavior. Accordingly, a substantial majority of individuals with pro-choice views support the Democratic Party and a substantial majority of individuals with a pro-life view support the Republican Party. Therefore, Fig. 1 illustrates how abortion was not a partisan issue in the 1970s and early 1980s, but quickly became a point of major contention between the two parties in the mid-1980s.
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The Youth-Parent Socialization Panel Study provides evidence for the idea that people are reluctant to change their abortion views over time. As noted above, Table 1 shows that the correlation of an individual's view on abortion between 1982 and 1997 is substantially higher than the correlation for any of the other attitudes of interest. In particular, over 75% of the individuals in our sample keep the same abortion stance over the fifteen years between 1982 and 1997. As already mentioned above, numerous studies also find that an individual's views on abortion are remarkably stable (see, for example, Converse and Markus, 1979; Tatalovitch and Schier, 1993; Wetstein, 1993 Wetstein, , 1996 Wilcox and Riches, 2002; Jelen and Wilcox, 2003) .
Given the stability of individual views on abortion, the divergence of the two parties on the issue of abortion over time created a situation where many individuals were supporting a party which disagreed with them on a fundamental and highly personal issue. In response, many pro-choice individuals that used to support the Republican Party shifted their support towards the Democratic Party, whereas pro-life individuals tended to shift their support towards the Republican Party. Panel A in Fig. 2 shows that individuals with pro-life views in 1982 that voted for the Republican Party in 1980 were 18 percentage points more likely to stay with the Republican Party in 1996 relative to those that were pro-choice. Panel B of the figure shows that being pro-life in 1982 doubles the chances that a Democrat in 1980 switched over to support the Republican Party in 1996. We use this political realignment as a source of variation in party affiliation to examine the effect of partisanship on a person's political views on issues other than abortion. Achen and Bartels (2016) present consistent evidence using the same data set. They show in Figure 9 .6 (page 262) a decrease of over 20 percentage points on the percent of pro-choice women that voted for the Republican Party in 1996 compared to 1982. Table 4 presents the impact of party identification on an individual's self-characterization as having conservative views. 16 The first column of Table 4 presents OLS estimates of the effect of voting for the Republican Party in 1996 on identifying oneself as conservative in 1997, when controlling only for the individual's self-identification as having conservative views in 1982. 17 As expected, we observe a high correlation between voting for the Republican Party in 1996 and holding a conservative view in 1997.
Results for various political views

Overall political views
Nevertheless, for reasons mentioned above, we cannot interpret this correlation as causal. This column also shows that there is a high persistence of political views over time (the same attitude in 1982 is highly significant).
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The second column of Table 4 shows the reduced form equation, which regresses the individual's attitude in 1997 on the same attitude in 1982 and her abortion stance in 1982. The estimated coefficients confirm that the individual's view on abortion in 1982 has a significant and substantial effect on holding a conservative view in 1997, even after controlling for the individual's conservative view in 1982. In particular, column 2 shows that individuals with pro-life attitudes in 1982 are 14.5 percentage points more likely to hold a conservative view in 1997 than pro-choice individuals even after controlling for this attitude in 1982. These results provide a strong indication that individuals shifted their overall political outlook according to their abortion views in 1982, as abortion became a partisan issue.
Column 3 shows the first stage in two-stage least squares with abortion views in 1982 as the instrument for voting Republican in 1996. The coefficient suggests that individuals with a pro-life attitude in 1982 are over 15 percentage points more likely to vote for the Republican Party in 1996, conditional on whether the person held a conservative outlook in 1982. The effect is highly statistically significant (the F-statistic is higher than 10) and considered sufficiently strong (Stock et al., 2002) . As shown in Table A2 in the appendix, the magnitude and significance of this coefficient is similar after controlling for whether the individual voted Republican in 1980. This is consistent with the evidence presented by Adams (1997), Carmines and Woods (2002) , Carsey and Layman (2006) , and Killian and Wilcox (2008) claiming that the abortion issue produced a realignment of the electorate across party lines in the 1980s , 1972-2008. 18 Table A2 in the appendix of the paper shows that the results of Table 4 are robust to including as a covariate voting for the Republican Party in 1980. As already mentioned above, we relegate these results to the appendix because this variable is not available for over 100 individuals (about 15% of the sample). Using a first difference approach instead of controlling for individuals' attitudes in 1982 and voting for the Republican Party in 1980 delivers the same qualitative results. Table A3 in the appendix presents the same estimations using the Control Function Method following Woolridge (2015) . As expected, the estimated coefficients using the CF method are identical to the coefficients estimated using 2SLS. That said, the CF method directly estimates the effects of the residuals of the first stage model on the dependent variable of interest. As Table A3 shows, these effects tend to be different from zero, but only for partisan issues. This corroborates the hypothesis that (Voted Republican) i,96 is endogenous to individuals attitudes in 1997 but only for issues with clear partisan differences.
Fig. 2. Fraction voting republican in 1996.
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and 1990s. Column 4 presents the 2SLS estimates of interest. This column shows that voting for the Republican Party in 1996 leads individuals to adopt a conservative view. The results are significant statistically and in terms of magnitude. The size of the coefficient implies that a standard deviation increase in the likelihood of supporting the Republican Party increases the chances of holding a conservative view by 0.44 percentage points.
Columns 5-8 of Table 4 repeat the estimations of columns 1-4 but control for individual characteristics that may be correlated with a person's political and abortion attitudes. These variables include gender, race, employment status, education, current city of residence population size, and fixed-effects for current state of residence and state of birth. These columns show that white men are more likely to hold conservative views and that these views are not correlated with employment status or education. Remarkably, all the estimated coefficients in columns 5-8 are similar to those estimated in columns 1-4. Column 7 shows that pro-life views on abortion in 1982 lead people to vote for the Republican Party in 1996, while the 2SLS estimate on the effect of voting Republican in 1996 in column 8 is similar to the estimate without additional controls in column 4. The larger coefficients for 2SLS versus OLS suggest that measurement error causes OLS coefficients to be biased downwards rather than biased upwards due to reverse causality or omitted variables. 19 Overall, Table 4 shows that abortion views led people to vote for a given political party, and individuals responded by aligning their overall views with their party. This finding is consistent with Mullainathan and Washington (2009) who show that voting for a candidate leads to a more favorable opinion of that candidate in the future. In the next section, we show that voting for a political party leads to a change not only in general political attitudes, but also in a person's specific economic and social views as well. Table 5 presents the estimated effects of party identification on attitudes regarding social issues. The outcomes include a person's stance on the legality of marijuana, school prayer in public schools, and whether women should have an equal role in society. While views on abortion could potentially affect an individual's social attitudes, our exclusion restriction is still satisfied if, controlling for the individual's demographic characteristics, views on abortion in 1982 only affect changes in her social attitude between 1982 and 1997 through her voting for a giving political party in 1996.
Social attitudes
The results of Table 5 confirm that views on abortion in 1982 led individuals to support a given party in 1996 and to adopt the party's stance on these other social issues. The reduced form models in columns 2, 6, and 10 confirm that pro-life views in 1982 have a significant and substantial effect on social views in 1997 even after controlling for the individual's stance on the same issue in 1982. We see that a pro-life view in 1982 causes an increase of almost 11 percentage points in the likelihood that individuals oppose the legalization of marijuana and that women should have an equal role in society as men, both measured in 1997. A pro-life view in 1982 increases the chance that a person supports prayer in public schools in 1997 by 14 percentage points.
The IV results in columns 4, 8, and 12 of Table 5 suggest that the reduced form findings mentioned above stem from the effect of abortion views in 1982 on a person's political affiliation in 1996. A standard deviation increase in partisanship increases the Note: All specifications control for gender, race, employment status, education, current city of residence population size, current state of residence fixed effect, and state of birth fixed effect. Robust standard errors in parentheses. * indicates statistical significance at the 10% level; ** indicates statistical significance at the 5% level; *** indicates statistical significance at the 1% level.
Table 6
Effect of party affiliation on attitudes regarding role of government. Note: All specifications control for gender, race, employment status, education, current city of residence population size, current state of residence fixed effect, and state of birth fixed effect. Robust standard errors in parentheses. * indicates statistical significance at the 10% level; ** indicates statistical significance at the 5% level; *** indicates statistical significance at the 1% level.
likelihood that an individual adopts the party's views on social issues by a range of 36 percentage points (regarding women's role in society) to 52 percentage points (regarding prayer at public schools). The strong effect of party affiliation on social views is not surprising since, as shown in Table 2 , these are hot-button issues that are highly partisan in nature in both periods. Table 6 estimates the effect of voting for the Republican Party on attitudes regarding the role of government in society. A priori, one would think that views on abortion in 1982 should not have a significant effect on an individual's opinions 15 years later regarding: trust in government, whether the government should help minorities, or whether the government should provide jobs and ensure a good standard of living. This is especially true since we control for the person's view on each issue as of 1982. Yet, as shown in the reduced form models of Table 6 , a pro-life view on abortion in 1982 has a significant effect on these views in 1997, and these effects range between 7.3 to 12 percentage points. Again, as with Tables 4 and 5, the reduced form effect is working through a realignment in the individual's party affiliation (columns 3, 7 and 11), which produces a commensurate shift on their attitudes regarding the role of government in society. While the strength of these findings may be surprising, it is important to note that these are also highly partisan issues ( Table 2) . As a consequence, individuals may experience a cognitive dissonance cost if they vote for a party without sharing the party's views on these other highly contentious issues.
The role of government in society
Economic attitudes
This subsection analyzes outcomes regarding the individual's views on unions, big business, and the size of the government. This analysis is based on arguably the most compelling evidence regarding the exclusion restriction. A priori, there is no reason to believe that views on abortion are correlated with views on unions, big business, or the size of the government. If anything, individuals supporting the right of the government to interfere with a person's reproductive decisions by restricting or banning access to abortion should also be a likely candidate to favor bigger and more intrusive government interventions in other areas. This, of course, is contrary to reality, where individuals that have pro-life attitudes also tend to favor a smaller government. We argue that this correlation is caused by these views being bundled by the Republican Party. Of course, the same argument applies to having a prochoice attitude and preferring a bigger government, which are bundled into the platform of the Democratic Party.
The reduced form estimates in Table 7 show that there is a positive correlation between pro-life views in 1982 and holding a Republican point of view on economic attitudes (see columns 2, 6, and 10). Note also that the views on abortion in 1982 have a significant and substantial effect on voting for the Republican Party in 1996 (the first stage regression), even after controlling for the individual's attitudes on economic issues in 1982 (columns 3, 7, and 11). Finally, the results of the second stage confirm that identifying with a given party increases the likelihood that the individual adopts the party's view on unions, big business, and the size of the government. Table 8 presents the results of voting for the Republican Party on a person's views about issues that are not partisan in nature. As discussed above, an issue is considered non-partisan if holding a particular view is not correlated with voting for a particular party. Based on the evidence presented in Table 2 , we define an issue as non-partisan if the difference between the proportion of individuals holding a particular attitude that voted for the Republican Party and the proportion of individuals who hold the same attitude but didn't vote for the Republican Party is not statistically different from zero at the 1% level for both waves of the survey. For example, over 70% of the sample agrees that the government wastes a lot of money, regardless of party affiliation. The same is true for believing that the government "is not run for the benefit of all." Similarly, believing that the "government pays attention to people's thoughts" is related to whether a person supported the party that won the previous election rather than a particular party. In other words, Republicans held this view more often in 1982, and this reversed itself after Clinton won in 1996.
Non-Partisan issues
Using these non-partisan views as outcomes serves as a placebo analysis. Individuals should not experience disutility from cognitive dissonance regarding these issues when they switch party allegiance, since their new party does not hold a strong stance on the issue anyway. Therefore, party affiliation in 1997 (as explained by abortion attitudes in 1982) should not have a strong effect on these attitudes.
The results of Table 8 confirm the predictions above. Even the simple OLS estimates in columns 1, 5, and 9 show that voting for the Republican Party in 1996 is not correlated with non-partisan attitudes. Therefore, even though we still observe very strong firststage coefficients in columns 3, 7, and 11 (abortion views in 1982 still predict party affiliation in 1997), the second stage regressions confirm that party affiliation fails to explain shifts in attitudes on non-partisan issues.
Alternative mechanism for the effect of partisanship on attitudes
A possible concern with the assumption behind our exclusion restriction is that views on abortion are correlated with unobserved characteristics of the individual, which may affect the relationship between partisanship and political attitudes. For instance, a vast literature in political science has documented increasing polarization among political parties and voters (see, for example, Hare and Poole, 2014) . Thus, one would expect that individuals who were slightly more conservative (liberal) than the median voter in 1982 to have become more conservative (liberal) by 1997 as parties become more polarized over time. This should increase the likelihood Table 7 Effect of party affiliation on economic attitudes. 
(8) Note: All specifications control for gender, race, employment status, education, current city of residence population size, current state of residence fixed effect, and state of birth fixed effect. Robust standard errors in parentheses. * indicates statistical significance at the 10% level; ** indicates statistical significance at the 5% level; *** indicates statistical significance at the 1% level.
Table 8
Effect of party affiliation on nonpartisan issues. 
(8) 
that they vote for the Republican (Democratic) Party in 1996 and express more conservative (liberal) views on a number of other domains as well. According to this possibility, our coefficients would not reflect the partisanship effect on attitudes but the effect of political polarization. If the polarization of the political map is the main force behind our results, then other social views in 1982 aside from one's abortion stance in 1982, should also predict party switching and the adoption of more partisan positions as of 1997. Table 9 addresses this alternative hypothesis. The table studies whether other social attitudes in 1982 are correlated with party switching (the first stage of our analysis). Views on the legality of marijuana, allowing prayer in public schools, and women's role in society are very partisan issues in 1982 (see the evidence in Table 2 ) and remain highly partisan in 1997 (see Table 2 and columns 1, 5 and 9 in Table 5 ). However, the table clearly shows that abortion is the only social issue measured in 1982 that predicts party switching by 1996. The estimated effect of abortion is statistically significant, of an important magnitude, and does not dissipate even when all four social attitudes are included in the same specification. These findings support our identifying assumption that abortion led to realignment across political parties. As individuals switched parties due to their views on abortion, their other political, social, and economic attitudes followed suit.
External validity of the estimated effects
The coefficients estimated using model (1) report the local average treatment effects (LATE) of partisanship on individuals' attitudes. This is the effect estimated from the subpopulation of compliers. That is, pro-life individuals in 1982 that switched their vote to the Republican Party in 1996, and pro-choice individuals in 1982 that switched their vote to the Democratic Party in 1996.
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As with any IV estimation, there is a concern that the subpopulation of compliers is substantially different from the rest of the population (Imbens and Angrist, 1994) . If this is the case, the average effect of partisanship on attitudes in the population may differ from the effect on the subpopulation of compliers. Table 10 addresses this concern. This table compares the demographic characteristics of compliers to the rest of the population. It also compares their political, social and economic attitudes in 1982. The table shows that, except for their gender and race, the two populations have similar demographic characteristics such as the percent of individuals that are college graduates, employed in 1997, living in the South, and from a city of a certain size. In addition, and more importantly for the generalizability of our findings, the table shows that both populations hold basically the same political, social, and economic attitudes in 1982. Table A4 in the Appendix further explores whether the observed differences between IV and OLS estimates is due to endogeneity of individuals' partisan preferences or to selectivity of the group of compliers. The analysis relies on a control function approach that adds to the estimated models an interaction between the residuals from the first stage equation and the treatment variable. This term allows us to determine whether changes in the coefficients reflect endogeneity bias or heterogeneity due to a difference in treatment effects for the complier group. 21 The results of the estimation show that the interaction term is not statistically different from zero, thus corroborating that the group of compliers does not have a different average treatment effect than the rest of the population. The fact that the two groups are undistinguishable in terms of their pre-treatment observed characteristics and their reaction to the treatment leads us to believe that they are also similar in terms of their unobserved characteristics. Hence, it is likely that the 20 Note that this subsample of individuals may also include some "always takers." These are individuals that constantly switch party affiliation. We believe that the proportion of always takers in our sample is not substantial. This is corroborated by the small number of individuals that switched parties between 1980 and 1996 even though they voted for the right party in 1980 according to their attitudes on abortion. 21 We thank an anonymous reviewer for suggesting this analysis.
estimated local average treatment effect using 2SLS reflects the average treatment effect of partisanship on attitudes for the entire population.
Interacting party affiliation with the level of partisanship of the issue
The analysis in previous sections focused separately on each political issue that was consistently defined in 1982 and 1997, and showed evidence that party affiliation has a stronger effect on issues that tend to be more partisan. This section examines whether this pattern is systematic by combining all attitudes into one model. To do so, we treat the individual's response to each attitude as a different observation, and stack the data with 935 individuals and 16 attitudes (not counting abortion). This specification allows us to include fixed-effects for each person and political issue. The main variables in our previous analysis, however, are fixed for the individual -the person's abortion stance in 1982 and party affiliation in 1997. Therefore, the current specification cannot identify the direct effect of party affiliation on a particular viewpoint. Instead, we test for whether the effect is systematically stronger for more partisan issues. Formally, we estimate the following model: Table 11 presents the estimates of model (2). The analysis is performed with and without individual fixed effects. The results are robust for both specifications, and show that the impact of party affiliation on an individual's stance increases with the partisanship of the issue. Given that the average level of partisanship equals 0.1147, the reduced form model in column 6 shows that a pro-life attitude on abortion increases the probability that the individual supports an average issue by 2.7 percentage points. A similar picture emerges from the 2SLS estimate in column 8, which shows that voting Republican in 1996 leads to an increase of 14 percentage points in the likelihood that the individual supports an average attitude. This is a substantial effect and is more precisely estimated than any of the 16 effects obtained when we estimate model (1) separately for each attitude. Table 12 repeats the analysis of Table 11 for sub-samples according to key demographic characteristics. In general, the results are robust across different demographic groups, but the effect of party affiliation on political views is stronger for individuals who tend to be: male, college educated, white, and living outside of the South. The results are not significant for individuals residing in the South, which shows that our main findings cannot be attributed to the realignment of the southern electorate towards the Republican Party. While this realignment induced southern individuals to switch political parties, these individuals already had conservative attitudes even though they were voting for the Democrat Party. Hence, they did not need to adapt their stances in accordance with the views that were already prevalent in the Republican Party.
Conclusion
The interplay between how individuals pick their party affiliation according to their views, and how parties choose policies in the midst of electoral competition has received wide attention. However, this literature treats the views of individuals as essentially exogenous. In contrast, this paper examines the role that parties play in actually shaping the views of its supporters across a broad array of issues.
Individuals likely choose a party based on their stances on a core set of strongly held beliefs, while their stances on other issues could potentially be affected by the stance of the party leaders and other rank and file supporters. This possibility highlights the complex process whereby political parties attempt to cobble together disparate groups of supporters who come to the party based on different core issues, while shoring-up broad support by shaping the views of their supporters on the myriad of issues that are of less importance to each person. This paper finds strong support for the idea that parties shape the views of their supporters. This issue is empirically challenging to estimate, due to the endogenous choice of party according to an individual's personal views. To estimate a causal relationship, we exploit a panel data set of individuals and their views on a host of issues over time, along with the increasing partisanship of the abortion issue since the early 1980s. As abortion became an increasingly contentious issue across party lines, many individuals were practically forced to change their party in order to lend electoral support to a view that is of core importance. We find that conditional on a person's view on an issue in 1982, a person's abortion stance in 1982 has a strong and significant impact on the person's stance on the same issue in 1997, after abortion became highly partisan. Our IV estimates indicate that the mechanism is working through the effect of one's abortion stance in 1982 on their party affiliation in 1997 and not through general social attitudes. Moreover, the effect is stronger for more partisan issues, which serves as placebo test in the sense that party affiliation should not affect a person's stance on a non-partisan issue. Party affiliation may affect individuals' attitudes due to cognitive dissonance, socialization, the acquisition of new information or a combination of the three. The identification of the exact channel where this relationship takes place remains open for future research. This systematic pattern provides support for a causal interpretation of our findings. The overall results can help us understand why and how personal opinions are so correlated across a variety of seemingly unrelated issues within the same party -a correlation which one would not expect if individuals formulated their stance on each issue independently. This strong correlation, in conjunction with our findings, suggests that an important function of a political party is not only to choose a platform in response to the views of the electorate and their supporters, but also to shape those views as well.
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